In Fig. 5 and Table II of our paper, the calculated wavelengths λ vv should be revised as λ 10 = 365.4, λ 21 = 365.1, and λ 31 = 374.1 nm. Besides that, the experimental wavelength λ 10 also should be amended to 368.8 nm as in Ref. [21] .
The above corresponding misidentifications also should be modified in the text. All the detailed modifications are shown as follows. On p. 5 of Sec. III C, in the 8th, 10th, and 13th lines from the top, "λ 10 = 350.7 nm" should be corrected to "λ 10 = 365.4 nm," in the 9th and 13th lines from the top, "λ 21 = 349.6 nm" should be corrected to "λ 21 = 365.1 nm," and in the 11th line from the top, the experimental data of Ref. [21] "λ 10 = 350.1 nm" should be corrected to "λ 10 = 368.8 nm."
The corrected version of Table II is shown as follows. [26] 0.000 [26] 0.037 [26] 0.917 [26] 0.044 [26] The corrected version of Fig. 5 is shown as follows. In addition, on p. 5 of Sec. III D, in the 16th line from the top, "smaller" should be modified to "slightly larger." On the right side of p. 3, in line 11 from the bottom, "B 2 + " should be corrected to "B 2 + ." On the left side of p. 6, in line 10 from the bottom, "as" should be revised to "is." The corrected versions of Refs. [2, 21, 31, 34] are at the bottom of this Erratum. We apologize for this oversight and for any confusion that it has caused. We would like to point out that none of the conclusions are affected by the above correction to the article.
